0.2	JURISDICTION
immunity     It has now been decided by the House of Lords in Jtahim- t
*°°la v- Nizam of Hyderabad1 that theTcloctrine of immunity may*
equally well be invoked where the subject-matter of the suit is a
^ for otherwise the anomalous result would be that
^
sovereign if a bank held chattels as bailee for a foreign State and was also
indebted to the same State on current account the doctrine
would apply in the former, but not in the latter, case. The facts
before the House of Lords were these :
On the eve of the invasion of Hyderabad by Indian troops, Moin,
the Finance Minister of the Nizam's Government, persuaded Rahim-
toola, the High Commissioner for Pakistan in the United Kingdom,
to accept a transfer of over a million pounds that was standing to the
credit of the Nizam's Government with the Westminster Bank in
London. This transfer was effected without the Nizam's authority
or consent, but with the consent of the Foreign Minister of Pakistan.
The State of Hyderabad, before its liquidation by India, transferred its
interest in this sum of money to the Nizam, who later claimed it in an
action brought against Moin, Rahimtoola, and the Westminster Bank.
The crucial issue on these facts was whether Rahimtoola took
the transfer as a private person, in which case there would be
no question of immunity, or whether he took it either as the
agent or the alter ego of the Pakistan Government. If he acted
in either of the last two capacities, he was obviously identified
with that Government, which therefore could demand that the
action be stayed. The majority of the Law Lords held that he
acted as agent. Thus, the Government of Pakistan 'had an
immediate and direct right to sue the bank in its own name for
P
ayment of this money, and in that sense it had a legal title.
t had full control of this chose in action'.2 Lord Denning
disagreed with this finding, but none the less held that the
claim was not cognizable by the English courts since it arose out
of an inter-governmental transaction and therefore was better
solved by inter-governmental negotiations.
Difficulty     The four categories of cases already considered cover the
situation where the ouster of a sovereign State from its existing
intervenes ownership, possession or control is the object of the legal pro-
'bet^eet ceedings. What raises a far more complex problem, however,
third- is an attempt by a sovereign to intervene in an action between
parties two thirdrpatties and to obtain a stay of proceedings on the
ground that it possesses, for instance, a contractual interest to
1	[1958] A.C. 379. For discussions of this decision, see 7 /. W C.L.Q. 176-
87; 21 M.L.R. 165-9 (F- A* Mann).
2	Per Lord Reid at p. 400.

